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Reading Under the Influence of Decision Making
Abstract

Two experiments investigated how potent decision relevant informatfion in
texts affects subsequent processing of that text. University freshmen and
sophomores read texts consisting of a series of facts relevant to the worth of
stock in a fictitious company. In Experiment 1, fact texts were read for the
explicit purpose of making a decision to purchase or not purchase stock in the
company. When the potent information occurred in the middle of the text it
resulted in better incidental memory for facts that were opposite to the potent
facts in valence. Controls demonstrated that the better memory mﬁst have been
linked to deeper processing during input as opposed to a retrieval phenomenon.
Experiment 2 demonstrated that the differential processing does not occur when
subjects read the text without the intention of making a decision. The results
were discussed in terms of how reading for the purpose of decision making causes
readers to develop a specified schema for conflict resolution. In this model,

facts that conflict with preliminary decisions are processed more thoroughly and

are thus more memorable.
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Reading Under the Influence of Decision Making

Important real life decisions are often partly or wholly based on
information acquired by reading. Moreover, the amount of information found in a
text containing decision-relevant facts is typically more than can be kept in
mind at any one time. Indeed, a major problem with comprehension and the mental
representation of text is the 1imited capacity of the reader to process fully
all aspects of the text. Many of the rules for text representation developed in
Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) and others are concerned with how information
overioad is controlled. Fundamentally, Kintsch and van Dijk suggest that a
higher level thematic understanding of the text remains after a set of macro
rules under schema control are applied to more local representations of text
propositions. When properly executed, this system should resuit in a thematic
understanding that is a compromise between the extreme of representing all
information and the limits of human processing capacity. Of tantamount
importance is that this resultant understanding preserve the essential meaning
of the text. What is essential in a text is to a large extent a function of
what the reader's purpose is in reading the text. Consequentiy, a good
understanding of the reader's purpose can provide insight into how information
overload would likely be dealt with and how the reader finally understands the
text.

One common purpose for reading is to make a decision. Decisions often have
a two-valued range (i.e., GO/NO GO). Often facts in a text can be categorized
into facts pointing to a "Go" decision and those pointing to a "No Go" decision.
Furthermore, each fact can be assumed to have some degree of evaluative valence
or polarity. Presumably, the reader should take into account both the number

and degree of valence of all facts in making a decision. Reading under the

:
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influence of a decision goal should have its own relevant procedures for dealing
with information overload.

Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) suggest that there are two good cases where
reader's goals are clea~ enough to allow adequate scrutiny of macro operations.
One is where the text structure interacting with convention dictates the goals,
(e.g., a recipe being comprehended in order to prepare food). Another is when 1
text is read for a special purpose, such as problem solving (Hayes, Waterman, &
Robinson, 1977). In the present study, both these factors play a role. Both
the structure of the text and the fact that a decision has to be made should

provide a well-defined goal that influences text analysis. We assume that the ¢

reader/decision maker's prexisting knowledge will control how the text is
represented. For example, if a stock broker knows that an important determinant
in deciding to buy a particular stock is the company's growth potential, that
broker pays particular attention to information in the growth category when
reading fact sheets. It is also likely that information gained from the text
itself may act in the same way as information brought to the text. Figure 1
displays a schematic of what is being suggested. Permanent conceptualizations
(e.g., categorical information), relevant procedures, plus the intent or purpose
to read in order to make a decision, combine to form a decision-based control
schema. This control schema guides the processing of the text, but as new
information is gained from this text, adjustments are made to the control

schema.

suppose, for example, a decision maker encounters a fact that is extremely
salient in the sense that it has a high degree of valence (either pointing

strongly to a negative or to a positive decision). Will this especially potent
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information have any significant effect on the processing and/or memory of
subsequent to-be-read facts. Two clear alternatives are possible: The reader
could favor and process more deeply those facts whose valences are consistent
with the potent information; alternatively the reader/decision maker could more
deeply process those facts that are inconsistent with the highly polar
information. The assumption is that very potent information will have a large
effect on structuring the schema. It is possible that any effects produced by
the potent information may be only on the input side. That is, only facts that
are read following the potent information would be affected. But it is also
possible that there are (retroactive) memory effects such that even those facts
read prior to the potent information can be affected by it.

In order to study these possibilities, we asked subjects to read texts in
which either the first, middle, or last pieces of information were potent. If
the effect is on the input side, only fact processing subsequent to the potent
information should be affected. If schema adjustments due to potent information
are made retroactively, then retrieval of facts occurring prior to the potent
information will be affected.

Experiment 1
Method

Subjects. Subjects were 87 undergraduate college students participating
for credit in a psychology course. They were run in small groups of Vive to
seven at a time. Twenty-three of the subjects formed the potent information
first group (Group F), 24 subjects formed the potent information last group
(Group L), and 40 subjects formed a group that got the potent information in the
middle of the text (Group M).

Materials. Two statements were selected from each of the following six
stock market information categories: Sales, Earnings, Capitalization,

Dividends, Growth, General Factors. One of the selected statements was positive
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and one negative. Positive statements reflected positively on the worth of
stock in the fictitious company, ECTEX; they support a decision to "buy" rather
than to "not buy" the stock. Negative statements reflected negatively on the
worth of stock in ECTEX and thus support a "not buy" rather than a "buy"
decision.

A1l of the statements used were taken verbatim or with slight changes from
the pool of stock market statements developed and reported in Kozminsky, Bourne,
and Kintsch (1979, 1980). Kozminsky, et al., presented data which indicated how
reliably subjects could categorize a given statement and how positive or
negative they felt the statement was. Valence judgments were measured using a
five point rating scale, larger numbers indicating positivity. Only those
statements that were correctly categorized more than 80% of the time (according
to Kozminsky, et al., 1979, 1980) were considered for use in the present study.
Also, statements selected for the present study had an average of approximately
2 (for negative statements) or 4 (for positive statements). In addition to the
six positive and six negative statements selected from Kozminsky, et al., four
additional statements were generated. Two of these statements were
positive-potent and two were negative-potent. The statements contained extreme
sorts of information. The two sentences in each set were related, that is, the
second statement referred in some manner to the first, both in the positive and
negative set. Because of this referential overlap the sentence order for this
potent information was fixed. Each statement used in the present study was such
that the information it contained was not inconsistent with information
contained 1n other statements.

Examples of potent and non-potent statements can be seen in Table 1. The

two non-potent statements are the positive and negative facts that represented

the Sales category. The potent facts are not purposefully representative of any
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one information category, but were prepared to be either very positive or very

negative to readers.

B L T L Ll

Design. The text for all subjects contained the same 12 basic evaluative
statements (6 positive and 6 negative). Approximately half of the subject's
texts had the set of two positively potent evaluative statements (PS) and half
had negatively potent evaluative statements (NS). Group F read potent
information presented as the first information in the text, Group L read it
positioned last, and Group M read it in the middle.

Texts used for group M can be divided into statements before the potent
information (B) and statements after the potent information (A). For each
subject, B statements included one for each of the six information categories.
If set B contained a positive statement about Sales then set A contained a
negative statement about Sales. There were 3 positive and 3 negative statements
in each set. Statements within a text alternated with respect to valence. The
weak evaluative or non-potent text information started with a positive statement
for half the subjects and with a negative stafement for the other half. Also,
across texts, a given statement occurred an equal number of times in the B and
the A sets.

Procedure. Prior to reading the texts, subjects were given some background
information. They were told that they were to act as stock brokers reading a
fact sheet in order to make a decision to buy or not buy stock in the fictitious
company, Ectex. Each of the six basic information categories was briefly

explained and subjects were told that the information would fall into one of the

six categories.
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Texts were presented in booklets one statement per page, in order to force
strict sequential processing. Subjects were instructed to read the statement on
a given page, to think about its relevance to the decision, to mark a plus or
minus sign on the page to indicate statement valence and to use a rating scale
(1-6) to indicate how negative or positive they felt the statement was. The
number "6" was used to indicate very positive, the number "1" was used to
indicate very negative. After reading and marking each page, subjects wrote the
word “"buy" or the words "not buy" on a sheet of paper and then provided a few
lines of justification for their decision. This task lasted about 15 minutes.

Following the decision phase subjects were given a new task, designed as an
interpolated activity. They were asked to assume the role of a guest
editorialist for their high school newspaper and to generate twelve good ideas
in sentence form to go into an article that would be titled "After one year of
college: The important differences between college and high school." This idea
generation task took about 15 minutes.

Finally, subjects were given a surprise free recall task. They were asked
to write down all the facts or parts of facts that they remembered from the
stock market text they had read. Subjects were allowed to work until recall was
exhausted. This free recall task lasted about 15-20 minutes.

Results and Discussion. Across all conditions, the percentage of

Judgmental responses consistent with the vaience of the potent information was
83.0%. The percentage consistent for positive and negative potent information
was 87.0% and 79.2% respectively. The percentage consistent responses for
beginning and end-positioning of potent information was 82.6% and 83.3%. None
of these differences was significant by Chi Square analysis. The average
percent recalled of potent information was exactly the same for Group F and
Group L, 78.3%. The averages for positive potent and negative potent were 79.5%

and 77.1% respectively. The mean percent recalled of non-potent information was
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47.1% and 47.5% Group F and Group L respectively. The mean percentage recalled
of facts consistent with the potent information was 45.3% aand for facts not
consistent 49.3%. None of these differences were statistically reliable.

The potency manipulation produced differences in decision and memory. In
general, subject's decisions were consistent with the valence of the potent
information, regardless of whether that information was at the beginning or end
of the text. Although there were slightly more decisions consistent with the
potent information when that information was positive, this difference is not
statistically significant. Any difference as a function of direction of
polarity might be due either to differential degree of potency as a function of
polarity or initial response bias.

The effect of potency is equally evident in the free recall data. A much
greater proportion of potent as opposed to non-potent information was recalled.
This effect was true for almost all subjects. With respect to the major point
of the experiment the results are clear. There is no better recall of facts
whose valence is consistent with the valence of the potent information. For
example, "not buy" facts are recalled no better or worse than "buy" facts when
the text contains very strong "not buy" information. Furthermore, there is no
interaction of fact consistency and the position of the potent information in
the input text.

A closer look at the data leads to an interesting interpretation of the
"non-effects" found. A few subjects in Group F showed a strong effect for
consistency. From this it was reasoned that possibly the potent information
present at the beginning was not necessarily perceived s highly polar as
intended. Because they were naive with respect to the stock market, subjects
had no real criterion against which to judge the polarity of initial statements.
Also, at the beginning of the text, the reader experiences no real information

overload and on that account even potent statements might have little effect on

—

Y

i




Page A

control processes. Putting the potent information in the middle allows a naive
subject to experience some more or less typical statements before reading the
potent information. In this case, the reader might more fully experience the
strength of the potent information relative to the non-potent facts. Also, by
the middle of the text, the reader might experience information overload.

Group M also allows us to test a retrieval versus an input processing
model. If the highly polar information affects only the recall of facts that
come after it, then an input processing model is indicated. If recall of facts
prior to the potent information is affected, then retrieval as well is
indicated. It should be pointed out, however, that the data of Group L suggests
that retrieval should not be affected.

In Group M, as in Groups F and L, subject's decisions were consistent with
the valence of the potent information 78.6% of the time. Percent consistent
responses when the valence was positive (i.e., "BUY" responses) was 85.7%, and
when the potent information was negative (i.e., “NOT BUY" responses) 71.4%. The
Chi Square statistic for this difference was 2.06, not significant.

The free recall data were partioned within subjects with respect to whether
the item recalled came before (B) or after (A) the potent information, and with
respect to whether the valence of the recalled item was consistent or not
consistent with the valence of the potent information. Partitions between
subjects were based on valence of potent information, order of basic statements,
and whether non-potent statements began with a positive or a negative statement.
A1l effects for order and valence of starting statement were not significant.

The average percent of basic (non-potent) facts recalled when the potent
information was positive was 40.8% and 39.2% for the negative potent information
condition. The direction of polarity nf the potent information has no effect on
tota) free recall, F < 1. Vvalence was also not significant for proportion of

potent facts recalled, 75.0% for positive and 60.0% for negative.
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The mean percentage recall of non-potent facts consistent with the valence
of the potent information was 37.1%, and for inconsistent 42.9%, £j1,38) = 2.4,
The interaction of position in text and consistency was significant, however,
F(1,38) = 4.3, p < .05. A higher proportion of inconsistent than consistent
facts was recalled for items following the potent information than for facts
preceding the potent information. The mean proportion recall for facts prior to i
the potent information for consistent and inconsistent was 36.7% and 37.5%
respectively. This difference was not significant in a special effects test
using the pooted estimate for error, F < 1. For recall of facts following the

potent information, the percentages for consistent and inconsistent were 32.5%

P

and 53.3% respectively, F(1,38) = 10.4, p < .0l. These data indicate that the
ratio of inconsistent to consistent facts is about equal when considering those
facts encountered prior to the potent information. However, when considering
facts encountered after the potent information, that ratio is significantly
greater than one. Subjects apparently more deeply process or better structure
in their representation of the text information that follows and is not
consistent witn potent facts.

The assumption underlying this study is quite simple. The limited capacity
of the reader leads him/her to the formation of rules (hypotheses) that function
to choose which of many possible text representations should be constructed.
Also, it is assumed that through some ongoing means-ends analysis, the purpose
for reading characterizes the nature of these rules. Thus, reading for the :
purpose of making a decision should have its own special effects on how the text

is represented. Briefly, it was thought that strong arguments for a particular

P A0

decision could affect subsequent information analysis and representation.
In all groups, the potent facts in the text had a dramatic effect on the
decision making. Also, those potent facts had a higher probability of recall

than the non-potent facts. Even though potent facts affected decision making,
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the potency manipulation did not have any significant effect on the processing
of subsequent information in Group F. That is, putting the potent facts first
as opposed to last in the text had relatively little if any effect on decision
making or recall. After reviewing the data from Group F, it was reasoned that
presenting the potent facts first may not have had much influence on processing
subsequent facts for the following two reasons. First, since subjects were
relative novices at the stock market and had not read any other facts, they did
not understand the relative potency of these facts. Secondly, facts at the
start of the text might not affect schema operation as much since information
overload is not a factor at that point. The development of control processes is
motivated by a limited capacity cognitive system and characterized by a
means-ends analysis. Thus, real changes in these control processes would not
occur until there was an information overload.

After several fairly complex facts, the reader should have both a sound
basis for determining how polarized the potent information is and will also be
experiencing some degree of information overload. The results of major interest
in Group M are very clear. The direction of polarity of potent facts affected
the processing and memory of subsequent facts. This finding is particularly
strong because of the way control conditions were constructed. The ability to
recall the exact same set of facts was controlled by their direction of polarity
with respect to the potent facts and by whether the facts came prior to or after
the potent facts.

The model currently used to account for these effects is shown in Figure 2.
A fact is read and it is determined which decision the fact points to and how
strongly it points to that decision. Secondly, it is determined if there is a
current commitment to one decision over the other. If "no", the potential
commitment to the fact-directed decision is incremented, and if the increment

pushes the strength of the potential commitment beyond some criterion, an
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implicit commitment is made. When a fact is read and there is a commitment, and
that commitment is not consistent with the current fact valence, then conflict
has to be resolved. It is the resolution of this conflict (deep processing)

that causes a stronger representation of the inconsistent facts.

- e - - o

P T T R R R

Experiment 2

The current processing model makes an important assumption. It assumes
that some conflict or dissonance is necessary to motivate differential input
processing and further, that the generation of such conflict will mainly occur
when the text being read is comprehended for the purpose of meking a decision.
An obvious question is: What would happen if the same text were read for a
purpose other than making a decision? If the decision-goal is the key element
in explaining the processing effects found in Experiment 1, then there should be
a lack of such effects if readers are given a different purpose for reading.
Experiment 2 is a preliminary assessment of the effect that reading to make a
decision has on comprehension processes.

Method

Subjects. Subjects were 40 undergraduate college students participating
for credit in a psychology course. They were run in small groups as in
Experiment 1. Half the subjects read texts with positive-potent information and
half read texts with negative-potent information.

Design and Procedure. The texts used were identical to those used in Group

M of Experiment 1. The procedure was identical to that used in the first
experiment, requiring subjects to categorize and evaluate each fact statement,
except for one detail. Subjects were not told that they would have to make a

decisfon after reading. Instead, they were told that the experimenters were

3
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collecting normative data on categorization and evaluation, to be used in some
future experiment. Subjects read the texts without any intention to remember

the material or to make a decision.

Results and Dicussion. The mean percent recalled for potent and non-potent

facts was 63.8% and 36.5% respectively. For facts present in the text prior to
the potent information, the percent recall of non-potent consistent and
inconsistent facts was 34.2% and 39.2%. For facts presented following the
potent information, the means were 31.7% and 40.8% respectively. The main

effect of consistency approached statistical significance, F(1,38) = 2.46, p =

.121. The interaction of position and consistency was unreliable, F < 1, as

were all other main effects and interactions.

The results of this control experiment are predicted by the model depicted
in Figure 2. OQDifferential processing due to valence consistency of facts read
after the potent information was not found when the goal of reading was for
something other than to make a decision. According to the model discussed
above, this “"non-effect" is due essentially to the lack of conflict that would
ordinarily be present when a reader attempts to develop an integrated

representation of the text in order to make a decision.
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Table 1

Non-Potent Facts:

Positive - Manufacturers of minicomputers in general have broken open new
markets for Sales of digital processors (e.g., home computers)
which should benefit ECTEX sales.

Negative - Some leading competitors have significantly lowered their price

on hand-held calculators. This development should adversely
affect ECTEX's sales.

Potent Facts:

Positive

A newly marketed computer-controlied solar collector device will
net ECTEX 2.5 billion dollars more than any of its competitors
over the next two years, and this large profit will be shared with
stockholders by means of a large cash per share bonus in addition
to regular dividends.

Negative

A high-risk large scale investment scheme to develop a new
computer guidance system for short-range missles used by the
military has completely failed. This will cause ECTEX to lose
2.5 billion dollars over the next two years.
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| : Figure 1
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Army

Technical Director

U. &, Army Resenrch Tnstjitute for the
Behavioral and focial Sciences

5001 Fisenrower Avenue

Alexandria, VA 277277

Mr. James Raker

Systems Manning Technical Area
Army Research Institute

50C1 Eisenhower Ave.
Alexandriz, VA 227?3°

Dr. Rertrice J. Farr

U, S&. Army Resenrch Institute
5001 Eisenhowrr Avenue
Alexandria, VA 72372

DR. FRAM¥ J. HARRTS

U.5. ARMY RESEARCH TMSTTTUTE
5001 EISENHOWER AVENUE
ALFXANDRTA, VA 223R3°

Dr, Mirhael! Kaplan

.2, ARMY RESEARCH IMSTITUTE
5001 ETISEMHNYER AVENUE
ALEXANDRTA, VA 2227

Dr. ¥ " Hn 8, Kotz

Trziniug Technicrl Ares

U.S. Army Research Institute
5001 Eisenhower Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22233

Dr. Harold F. O'WNeil, Jr,
Attn: PERT-NK

Army Research Tnstitute
5001 Eisenhowar Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22323

Dr. Robert Sasmor

U. S. Army Research Institute for the
Pehavioral ond Social feciences

5701 Eisenhower Avenue

Alexandria, VA 22322

Dr. Joseph Viard

U.S. Army Research Tnstitute
5001 Eisenhower Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22232°

Y

Page 20

tir Toree

U.S. Air Force Office of Scientific
Resen~rch

Lifc Scienres Directorate, ML

Polling PMir Force Ense

Washington, DC 202722

Dr, M fred R. Freely
AFOSR/NL, Bldg. 4107
Folling AFR
Waskington, NC 20220

M, Genevieve Hroddad
Progrom M'anager

Life fciences Directorate
AFQOSR

Bolling AFR, DC 20222

2700 TCH™/TTGH Stop 22
Snheppard AFR, TY 7TA211
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Marines ContGu-rd
1 He Willizm Greenup 1 Chief, Psycholoricr~1 Reserch Pronch ‘
Fducn*ion Advisor (FQ31) ., o. Cosst Guard (G-v-1/2/TPU2)
Education Center, MCDEC Yashington, DC PCEQ™

Quantico, VA 22174

1 Special Assistant for Marine
Corps Matters
Code 100M
Cffice of Mavnl Resenrch
300 N, Quincy St.
Arlington, VA 27°°17

1 DR. A.L. SLAFKOSKY
SCTENTTFIC ADVISOR (CODE RD-1}
HQ, Y.&. MARTHE CORP™
WASHINGTCH, DC 20200
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Other DoD

NDefense Technic:rl Information Center

Cameron Ststion, Pldg ©
Alexapndrin, VA 22711%
Attn: TC

MiYitzry Assistant for Training nnd

Personnel Technology

Office of the Under fecretary of Defonse

for Pesearch & Fnginecering
Room 2IMN129, The Pentupon
Washington, DC 2020

DARPA
1400 Wilson Rive.
Arlington, VA 2220°

Civil Covr

Dr. Tusan Chipmzn

Leirning 2nd Prvelopment,
Hotionnl Tnstitute of Fducetion
1200 1Cth Ftreet N
Vashington, DC 2020°

Or. John Mays

Mational Tnstitute of Fducetion
1200 1Qth Street NW

VIashington, DO 20207

Dr. Arthur PMelmed

Neations) Tntitute of Fducation
1200 10th Street MW
Washington, NC 2020f%

Dr. Andrew R, Molner
Seience Fducation Nev.

and Pescarch
Motionsl Science Foundcotion
tiashinpgton, NC 20RAD

Dr. Joseph Psotl-~

Mation~1 Tnstitute of Educotion
1200 10ch S, MY

Wsshin~ton, ' 2020%

Dr. Franty Withrow

U. S. Offire of Fducation
4o Maryland Ave, SV
W~sshington, DC 20n20°

Dr, Joserh L. Youne, Rirector
t'amory % Cognitive Processes
Mationsl Ceionce Foundation
Waskington, DC P20RRN
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1 BPr. Frline B. Andersen 1

Dopartment of Stotistics
Srudicstracde £

1455 Coperhagen

DENMARK

! Dr. Jokn R, Anderson
Pepartment of Psychology
Carnegie Mellon University
Pittsbursh, PA 15212

1 Anderson, Thomes H,, Ph.D,
Center for the Srtudy of Reading
174 Children's Research Center
51 Gerty Drive
Chempiagn, TL 618720 |

i Dr. John Anrett
Department of Psychology
University of Warwieck
Coventry CVE 7pL 1
ENGLAND

1 1 psycbologica) reseirch unit
Dept. of Defense (Army Office)
Campbell Perk Offices
Canberr: ACT PRNC, fustralia 1

1 Dr. Alan Pcddeley
Medicel Frsenrch Counci?

Applied Psychelogy lnit
15 Chaucer Poand 1
Cambridge CR2 PFF
ENGLAMD

! Dr. Jenathan Paren
Dept. of Psychology
University of Penrsylvanin 1
*P13.16 Welnut St T-
Phil~d'phia, PA 16104

1 Mr Avren Barr
Department. of Computer Science 1
Stenford University
Stanford, CA Qh305

Hon Govt

Linicon Teientistna

Office of Mrval Fasenreh,
Rr.neh Office |, Lordon
Rox 7*C Fpn Mew York NOGIQ0
Dr. Lyle Pourne
Pepirtment of Psychology
University of Colorado
Rouldcr, GN erano

Or., John &, Frown

YERDY Psle Alto Ressrrch Tenter
2?72 Coyote Roard

Pale Alto, CA QTN

Dr. Rru~es PRuct. nen

Department of Computer Sciencr
Stenfor! University

Sranford, MR GLTNY

DR, C. VICTAR PUNDFRTOM
WYCAT VO,
UNTVERSI™Y PLAZS,
ti6n [0, FTATE &7,
NPEM, 11T 40R7

SHTTE 10

Nr. P~t Corpen‘rr
Dapzrement of Psychoogy
Carnegie-"c?70on University
Pitt.sbu-gh, PA 18017

Pr, Joln P, Coarreln
Psycrometric Lob
Univ. of Ne. Carelirs
Davic Y12l N0
Chapol Hill, MC o p7Rah

Pr. Villiam Chiase
Dep-rtment cf Psychology
Crnenie MeYlon liniversity
Pit*sburpr, PA 15217

Nr. Micheline Chi
Learning R ¢ D Center
University of Pittsburgh
2929 N'Hira Street
Pittsburgh, PA

15217
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1 Dr. William Cléncnoy
Dep~rtment of Computer Science
Stanford University
Stanford, CA GH205

1 Dr. Allan M. Collins
Rolt Beranek & Newman, Inc.
50 Moulton Street
Combridge, M~ 02128

1 Dr. Lynn A, Cooper
LRDC
University of Pittsburgh
2029 O'Harz Street
Pittsburgh, PA 152172

1 Dr. Meredith P. Crawford
American Psychologiec:l Associarion
1200 17th Street, MY,
Washington, BC 20Nn26&

1 Dr. Kenneth P, Cross
Anacopa Sciences, Tne.,
P.C. Drawer Q
Rant» BRarbara, CA 93102

1 LCOL J. €. Eggenberger
DTRECTCRATE OF PERSONMEL APPLTED RECEARC
NATTOMAL DEFENCE HO
1C1 COLONEL RY DRTVE
CTTAUA, CANADA K1A 0OK2

1 Dr. Ed Feipgenbrum
Department. of Computer Science
Stanford lUniversity
Stanford, CA OUOQ5

1 NDr., Rictard L. Ferguson
The Amerinan College Testing Program
P.0. Pox 160
Towa City, TA 522u0

1 Mr. Wallace Feurzeig
Bolt Beranek & Newmsn, Tnc.
50 Moulton ft.
Cambridge, MP 02127

Page 24

Mon Covt

Dr, Victor Fields
Dept.. of Psychology
Montgomcry College
Rockville, MD 20€RC

Univ. Prof. Dr. Gerhard Fischer
Liebigpgassr 5/3

A 1010 Vienna

AUSTRIA

Dr. Jehn F. Frederiksen
Polt FPoeranelk % Mewmin
ar Moulton Street
Combricdge, Mp 021720

Dr. Alinds Friedman
Depzrtment of Psychology
Iniversity of Alberta
Fdmonton, Alberta

CAMADA TAG PEC

DR. RCRERT GLASER

LRI

UMTYERSTITY NOF PTTTIRURGH
207Q N'HARA STRTET
PTTTSPURCH, PA 18017

Dr. Marvin D, Glock
217 Rtione H21}
Corne?l University
Tthaca, MY 178"

Dr. Duniel Gopher

Tndustrial & Management Engincering
Teehnion-Tsrael Institute~ of Technology
Hoaif:

TSRATL

DR. JAMES G, GREFMN

LRDC

UNTVERSTTY NF PTTTSRURGH
sa70 NTHARA STREFT
PTTTSRURGH, PA 18217

Dr. Ron Hzmbleton

fchool of Fduc~tion
Iniversijty of Msssechugetts
Amherst, MA N10OND
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1 Pr, Horeld Howiins
Department of Psycholomy
University of Cregon
Fugene QR Q7800

1 Dr. Rarbisra Hayes--Roth
The Rand Corporation
1700 Main “trent
Santa Monir:n, CA QDIEDA

1 Dr. Frederick lhyes-Roth
Th~ Rond Corpor-tiorn
1700 Main Threct
Sant~ Moric-, CA  OQUNFA

1 Dr. James B, Hoffmen
Deprrtment of Psyecholony
University of Delovare
Newark, E 172711

1 Dr. ¥ristina Hocpaer
Clrrk Kerr Hal?
Iniversity of Californin
fants Cruz, Ch "H0A0

1 Glends Greenurld, Fd.
"Human Tntelligence Meuslettor®
P. O, Tox 11Ff7
Pirmingh-m, M7 4°P12

1 Or. Fard bynt
Dept, of Psy~holony
University of btashineton
Sexttle, WA ©0R10n

! Dr. Fd Putecbins
Navy Personnel R&D Centeor
fan Niepo, CA 02182

1 Dr. Grepg Kearslny
T'umPRRC
200 N, Washbington Street
Alexandrin~, VA 27714

1 Dr. Steven W, Keole
Dept . of Psychology
University of Crepon
Fugene, OR  Q7U03
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Pr. Ualter Vintseb
Nepartment of Psyerolony
University of Colorado
Poulder, CO 20707

Dr., David Kier: s
Neperiment of Psycholegy
lhiversity of frizon-
Tuseon, &7 26701

Pr, Stephen Kosslyn
Harverd University
Nepartment of Psyecliolony
M ¥irklapd SUpe st
Cambridge, MY 02170

Pr. Marey Loancman

Depurtment of Psycholopy, NT 2E
University of Y-ahington

'e"?'“'? tlpv "'A Qf"‘(‘r\

Dr. Jill larkin

Deportment of Psycholoqy
Cernepic Mellon University
Pittsburpt, PA 18017

NDr. Alrn LersgolA
Leorning BAD Cenptor
University of Pittishural
Pit+sburgh, Pr 182f0

Dr, Michsel Lovina

Nep-rim~nt of Fducstional Psycholeny
210 FAucation Rldg,

liniversity of Tilinois

Thamprign, L FI1RM

Dr. Robert Linn
College of Fducotion
tiversity of Tllincis
Urbon: , TL 61301

Dr. Frik "*~{i)Yioms

Seience Fdunation Pev, and Rosenrct
Irtionsl feirnce Foundntion
W~shington, DC D2CRGQN
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Dr. Mark Miller

TT Computer Scicnce Lab

C/0 2824 Winterplace Cirele
Plano, TX 7507%

Dr. Allen Munro

Rehavior:sl Technology Laboratorices
1°86 Elena Ave., Fourth Floor
Redondo BReach, CA 00277

Dr., Nonald A Norman

Dept. of Psychology C-000
Univ. of California, San Di-~go
La Jolls, CA Q2007

Committee on Human Frctors
JH 211

2101 Constitution Aye, NY
Washinpgton, PC  2041F

Nr., Jesse Crlansky

Tnstiture for Defense Analys~s
unp Army tavy Drive

Arlington, VA 22202

Dr. Seymour A. Papert

Massachusetts Tnstitute of Tectnology
Artificisl "ntelligence Lab

545 Tachnology Square

Cambridge, MA 02179

Dr. Jomes 4, Paulson
Portland Strte University
P.0. Box 751

Portlnnd, CR C7207

Dr, James W. Pellegrino

University of California,
Santa Parbaran

Dept. of Psychology

Santa Parcbara, CA 07106

MR, LUTGI PETRULLN
221 N, EDGEWOOD STREET
ARLTMGTON, VA 227207

Non Govt

Dr. Richard L. Pollnk
NDircvoctor, Specisl Projerts

Minnerota Fducationnl Computing Consorti

26520 Preadwiy Drive
St. Prul KN 5117

Pr. Yertha Polion
Dep:irtment of Psyctolory
C-mpug Rox 34U
Univeorsity of Coler:Ae
Pomlder, N foo0Q

DR, PETFR pALoOw

NEPT, COF PSYCHOLNGY
UNTVERSTTY OF CCOLORATOC
POULDRFR, €O 27700Q

Dr. Stever F, Poltrock
Dopartment of Psycholony
University of Denver
Denvor ,CO 20208

NDr. Mike Posner
Dep:irtment. of Psyehology
Uriversity of Oregon
Fugen~ OR Q7402

MTNRAT M. L. RAUCH
PIT

BINDESHTETATERIUM PER VERTITDYGUNG

pASTFACH 1208
D=5 ROMM 1, GERMANY

Dr, Fred Reif

TESAME

c/o Physics DNepartment
Iniversity of Crlifornin
Park~ly, CA ON7DON

Dr, Lauren Resnicle

LRIC

University o€ Pittsburgh
2020 O'ifar: Street
Pittsburgh, PA 15217
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Non Tovt,

Mary Riley

LLRDC

University of Pittsburgh
2020 O'Har: Strect
Pittsburgh, PA 1501°

Dr. Andrew M, Rose

Americon Institutes for Research
10585 Thomrs Jefferson St, NW
Washington, LC 20017

Pr. Frnst Z. Rothkopf
Rell Lnahoratories

AOC "ount.~in Avenue
Murrsy Hill, NJ 07074

Pr, David Rumelhart

Center for Human Informrstion Processing

Univ, of C~lifornia, Sn Diego
[.a Jolla, CA 02002

DR. WALTER SCHMETDER
DEPT, QF PSYTHNLOGY
UNTVERSITY OF TLLTNNIS
CHAMPAIGN, TL 61820

Dr. Alan Schoenfeld
Department of Mrthemctics
Hamilton College

Clinton, MY 12222

DR, ROBERT J. SETDEL

TNSTRUCTICNAL TECHNOLOGY GROUP
HUMRRO

200 N. WASHINGTOM ST.

ALEYANDRIA, VA 2231

Committee on Cognitive Resenrch
%2 Dr. Lonnie R. Sherrod

Social Science Research Council
0% Third Avenue

Mew York, NY 10016

Dr. Alexander W. Sicgel
Department. of Psycholoazy
SR-1

University of Houston
Houston, TX 77004
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Rabert O, Sicepler
Assoc i te Professor
C.rnegic=tellon University
Nepartment of Psychology
Schenley Par'

Pittsburgh, Pr 16217

Dr, Fdw=rd F. Smith

Rolt Peranel £ Neimon, Inc.
80 Youlion Straet
Cambridge, !'A NPD170

Dr. Robert fmith

Napartment of Computer Scienne
Rutgers Universi‘y

Mew Prunswicl, NJ ¢Ran”

Nr, Riehard “nou

fetool of Fduertion
“tonford Yniv-rsity
Stanford, Cr O4R0E

Dr. Robert Sternhers
Popt, of Psycholory
Yals liniversity

Fox 11, Yale Station
New Haven, CT 06F20

DR. ALRERT STEVEMS

BOLT RERANFK & NFWMAN, TNC,
K¢ MOULTON STREET
CMMERIDGE, MA 02177

Nr. Thomas G. fricht

Director, Pasic %ills Division
HUMRRO

200 M, Washington Street
Mexondria, VA 20210

David FE. Sftone, Ph.D.
Hazeltine Corpor:tion
7620 01d Springhouse Rord
McLean, VA 220D

DR. PATRTCK SUPPES

TNSTITUTE FCR MATHFMATYCAL STUDRTES TN

THE SOCTAL SCYENCFES
STANFORD UNTVERSTTY
STANFORD, CA Oou7NR
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Dr. Kikumi Tatsuoka

Computer Bnsed Education Research
Laboratory

252 Engineering Reseurch Laboratory

University of "1linois

Urbana, TL 61201

Dr. John Thomas

IBM Thomas J. Watson Research Center
P.0O. Box 218

Yorktown Heights, NY 10598

DR. PERRY THORNDYKE

THE RAND CORPORATION
1700 MAIN STREFT

SANTA MONTCA, CA 9DH06

Dr. Douglas Towne

Univ, of So. Californie
Behavioral Technology Labs
1845 S, Elena Ave,

Redondo Beach, CA 90277

Dr. J. Uhlaner
Perceptronics, Inc.

6271 Variel Avenue
Woodland Hills, CA Q136

PR. GERSHOM WELTMAN
PERCEPTRONICS INC.

6271 VARIEL AVE.

WOODLAND HTLLS, CA Q1367

Dr. Keith T, VWescourt
Information Sciences Dept,
The Rand Corporation

1700 Main St.

Santa Monica, CA 90U40A

DR. SUSAN E. WHITELY
PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT
UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
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